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COALITION OF SMALL SYSTEM OPERATORS REPLY
TO JOINT COMMENTS OF BELL ATLANTIC, GTE AND THE NYNEX

TELEPHONE COMPANIES IN RESPONSE TO FURTHER NOTICE OF
PROPOSED RULEMAKING

The Coalition of Small System Operators, 11 by its attorneys, hereby

replies to the Comments on the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the

captioned proceeding filed by Bell Atlantic, GTE and the Nynex Telephone

Companies (the "Telephone Company Comments").

The Telephone Company Comments start from the basic premise that

the rates of all systems facing private competition ("Type B systems") and all

municipal overbuilders ("Type C systems") reflect competitive prices that would

support long-term competition among systems. This premise does not hold up

11 The Coalition ofSmall System Operators consists of: ACI Management, Inc.;
Balkin Cable; Buford Television, Inc.; Classic Cable; Community Communications
Co.; Douglas Communications Corp. IT; Fanch Communications, Inc.; Frederick
Cablevision, Inc.; Galaxy Cablevision; Harmon Communications Corp.; Horizon
Cablevision, Inc.; Leonard Communications, Inc.; MidAmerican Cablesystems,
Limited Partnership; MidContinent Media, Inc.; Mission Cable Company, L.P.;
MWI Cablesystems, Inc.; Phoenix Cable, Inc.; Rigel Communications, Inc.; Schurz
Communications, Inc.; Star Cable Associates; Triax Communications Co.; USA

!I.

C8b!esystems. Inc.; Vantage Cable Associates; and Western CabledSYOi;k
No. ofee.- rec'd
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under scrutiny. As explained in the Coalition's Comments, Z/ the rates charged by

Type B systems that have faced competition for five years or less typically represent

below-cost, price war rates, not rates that are at pricing equilibrium. See Coalition

Comments, Arthur Andersen Declaration, at 11-12. Systems facing private

.competition typically do not begin to charge rates that would sustain long-term

competition until after five years of competition. Id. Similarly, rates for Type C

systems (i.e. municipal systems) do not represent rates that would support long­

term competition because Type C systems have substantial cost advantages over

privately-owned systems (such as free access to public rights-of-way and low cost

financing, id. at 10-11.) and they do not have investors who expect a certain rate of

return on investment. And yet, the Commission did not take these pricing

discrepancies into account when it included all rates charged by "competitive

systems" in the data used to develop the benchmarks. Based on the fundamental

problems with price wars between short-term competitors and underpricing by

municipal systems, the Coalition suggests that systems with less than 30 percent

penetration C'Type A systems") provide the best example of rates for competitive

systems. See Coalition Comments.

Given the questionable validity of the pricing data for Type B and

Type C systems, it is illogical to compare prices for Type A systems with prices for

Type B and C systems and conclude that Type A systems' rates are too high. And

yet, the Telephone Company Comments fall into this trap, concluding that "[i]f

Type A systems were competitive too, they should be charging the same prices [as

Type Band C systems] ...". Telephone Company Comments, Affidavit of Thomas

W. Hazlett, at 6. However, instead of concluding that Type A systems' rates are

Z/ See Comments of Coalition ofSmall System Operators filed June 17, 1993
C'Coalition Comments"), Affidavit of William Shew, Arthur Andersen Economic
Consultants C'Arthur Anderson Declaration").
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higher than "competitive" systems' rates because they exceed the rates charged by

Type B and C systems, it makes far more sense based on the available evidence to

conclude that Type B and C systems' rates typically are too low, and that only those

systems with less than 30 percent penetration reflect rates that would sustain long­

term competition.

In addition to this fundamental error in the premise of the Telephone

Company Comments, the factual development is lacking and the analysis is

incomplete. There are numerous factual errors in the Comments. al Where facts

are lacking, assumption and innuendo fill the gaps. For example, the Comments

speculate that cable operators under-reported penetration rates in order to evade

regulation. This speculation is allegedly based on "anecdotal responses" in

telephone conversations with unnamed "local cable administrators." See Telephone

Company Comments at 3. This type of undocumented, self-serving hearsay has no

place in the record of this proceeding.

In an attempt to discredit the competitive nature of systems with less

than 30 percent penetration, the Telephone Company Comments provide a

"Summary of Systems," listing most of the systems with less than 30 percent

penetration that were included in the FCC's rate survey, and giving a

rationalization (based on assumptions and hearsay) to explain each system's low

penetration rate. The explanations of these systems' low penetration rates go to

great lengths to avoid the admission that any of these systems faces competition.

Among the systems with less than 30 percent penetration are 15 systems owned by

al For example, Table 4 attached to the comments purports to report the
median age of adults in the franchise areas analyzed in the Comments. Just a few
pages following Table 4, in the Comments' "Summary of Systems," the median age
for residents in 13 of the franchise areas does not match the information in Table 4,
from which the information is supposedly gleaned.

- 3 •
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members of the Coalition of Small System Operators. The record with respect to

these systems bears correcting.

Based on the Telephone Company Comments, one would believe that

rates for the Type A systems in the Summary of Systems would far exceed the rate

benchmarks established by the Commission in this proceeding because, according to

the basic presumption of the Comments, these systems' rates far exceed the

benchmark norm because they are not disciplined by competition. However, of the

Coalition members' systems in the Summary of Systems, the vast majority provide

basic service at or below the applicable benchmark rate. See attached surveys. ~I

Of the Small System Operators' systems with basic rates that exceed the

benchmarks, one has 4 subscribers and one has 25 subscribers. None has more

than 500 subscribers. Of course, these very small systems must charge a premium

in order to cover their cost of providing service to a very limited potential subscriber

base.

The following analysis responds on a franchise-by-franchise basis, to

the allegations in the Summary of Systems:

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Apache Junction, Arizona
Triax Midwest Associates
13.1%
2,729
$0.61 per channel
$0.62 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments allege that low penetration here is
attributable to a high percentage of seasonal residents, low median income, and an
older adult population in the area. This "factual" information is based on a hearsay
statement of city employee, who also sucrests that the penetration rate is
understated because mobile homes should be excluded from calculations of
penetration. There are 13 oft-air television broadcast stations available to the

~I The completed survey forms for most of the Small System Operators' systems
cited in the Summary ofSystems are attached hereto for convenience.
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potential subscribers in Apache Junction, and 7 video rental stores. This large
number of alternative video sources is likely the cause of the low penetration here.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Bassett, Arkansas
Douglas Communications Mid-South
27.8%
22
$1.20 per channel
$1.27 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments suggest that the low penetration
rate here is attributable to low median household income and high price per
channel. Moreover, the Comments specifically state that "[t]he operator reported no
multi-channel video competitor in this area." Summary ofSystems at 2-3. In fact,
the price per channel charged in this franchise area is not "high", but falls under
the Commission's existing rate benchmarks. fl.1 In direct contradiction to the
statement in the Telephone Company Comments, Douglas Communications Mid­
South reported in its rate survey that it does, in fact, face competition from
Ruralvision, an MMDS operator that makes service available to 100 percent of the
homes in this franchise area. In addition, there are seven off-air broadcast signals
available in this area which provide competition for video programming services.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Crawfordsville, Arkansas
Douglas Communications Mid-South
27.2%
72
$1.20 per channel
$1.22 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments allege that low median income, an
older population and seasonal population fluctuations account for the low
penetration rate here. These factors all contribute to the low penetration rate. But
a contributing factor is that there are seven off-air broadcast signals available in
Crawfordsville.

fl.1 The Coalition of Small System Operators has requested reconsideration of
the rate regulation rules, including the methodology for developing benchmarks.
Even though the Coalition believes that the current benchmark levels are in error,
the Coalition urges on reconsideration that the Commission utilize a methodology
that would increase the benchmark levels. Therefore, to the extent that the
Coalition members cited in the Summary ofSystems meet existing benchmarks,
this does not indicate that the Coalition endorses the rates, but rather that these
systems' rates are extremely low.

- 5-
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Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Keo, Arkansas
Community Communications Co.
23.7 percent
19
$1.55*
$1.29

*Includes Showtime

The Telephone Company Comments allege that high price, low median
income and older demographics account for the low penetration rate here.
However, high price has nothing to do with penetration here. Last February,
Community sent out a letter to all potential subscribers asking whether anyone
would subscribe ifShowtime was dropped and rates were lowered. Not a single
favorable response was received. The availability of 7 off-air broadcast signals
likely contributes to the low penetration in Keo. As a footnote, this system will be
deactivated in August as a direct result of the crushing burdens imposed by the new
Federal regulations.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Turrell, Arkansas
Douglas Communications Mid-South
30% percent
107 subscribers
$1.52 per channel
$1.58 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments allege that the low penetration in
this area is due to low median income and a high per channel price for service.
However, the per channel rate charged in Turrell, Arkansas, is well below the
applicable benchmark. Furthermore, there are seven off-air television broadcast
signals available in Turrell, providing altemative video programming to potential
subscribers.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Fairmont City, Dlinois
Triax Midwest
23.2%
$1.07
$1.21

The Telephone Company Comments attribute the low penetration here
to low median income, high per channel rates and a large Hispanic population.
However, the rates for basic 1!ervice here are well below existing benchmark levels.
In addition, there are eight off-air television broadcast signals available here.

- 6-
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Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Washington Park, Dlinois
Triax Midwest
23.1%
572
$1.07 per channel
$1.20 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments attribute the low penetration in
this area to low median household income and high per channel price. However,
the per channel price for basic service here is below the existing benchmark. Also,
there are eight off-air television broadcast signals available here.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Lake Wabaunsee, Kansas
Douglas Cable Communications
20.7%
45
$1.57
$1.64

It is true that Lake Wabaunsee is a very sparsely populated,
agricultural community. However, the Telephone Company Comments incorrectly
identify this, too, as a community where "high price" contributes to low penetration.
In fact, the per channel rate here is well below the existing benchmark rate.
Furthermore, there are seven off-air television broadcast signals providing video
competition in this area.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Middleburg, Ohio
Triax Cablevision USA
22.2%
4
$4.19 per channel
$2.91 per channel

The Middleburg area is served by seven off-air television broadcast
stations. Although the per channel price here is high, these rates are necessary to
maintain this 4-subscriber system.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Kellettville, Pennsylvania
Triax Cablevision USA
12.8%
10
$2.01 per channel
$1.87 per channel

- 7 -
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The Telephone Company Comments attribute the low penetration here
to seasonal population fluctuation, low median income, older demographics and
high per channel prices. It is true that seasonal population fluctuations playa role
in the low penetration for this system. However, rates here are completely justified.
The very small number of subscribers in this franchise area (10) and the very small
number of subscribers in the entire system (25) require a higher per channel rate in
order to maintain the system.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Kingsley, Pennsylvania
Triax Cablevision USA
12.9%
15
$2.01
$1.85

As pointed out in the Telephone Company Comments, this very small
system which is part of the Kellettville system, with a system-wide total of 25
subscribers, charges rates above the benchmarks. Higher rates are necessary due
to the very limited number of subscribers from whom to recover the system's costs.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

East Bernard, Texas
Star Cable Associates
30.4
277
$1.77 per channel
$1.51 per channel

The Telephone Company Comments attribute the low penetration here
to low median income, an older population and a high price for service. In fact, the
average household income in East Bernard is not $21,641 as alleged in Table 4 of
the Comments, or $28,315 as alleged in the Comments' Summary of Systems, but
$34,306, well above the average national median income. 6/ In addition, the
average adult age in East Bernard is not 50.8 as claimed, but 43.4,just above the
median adult age in the country, 41.4 years. Id. The reason for the low penetration
in East Bernard is that residents receive 14 off-air television broadcast stations.
The competition provided by these many broadcast stations directly influences
residents' subscription decisions. .

6/ AmericanProfile, July 1, 1993, Donnelly Marketing Information Services, A
Company ofThe Dun & Bradstreet Corporation.
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Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Holiday Lakes, Texas
Star Cable Associates
21.7%
91
$0.95
$0.92

Even though the Telephone Company Comments cite hearsay accounts
of a flood that occurred in 1992 and subsequent recovery efforts to explain the low
penetration in Holiday Lakes, the penetration rate has remained constant since
Star Cable Associates acquired the system in 1988. That there are 14 off-air
broadcast signals available in this area provides a more likely explanation for the
consistent low penetration here.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Penetration Rate:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Wallis, Texas
Star Cable Associates
30.4%
120
$1.77
$1.51

Contrary to the Telephone Company Comments, the population here is
not older, and certainly does not have a median are of 50 years. Instead, the
median adult age in Wallis is 43.4 years, only slightly older than the national
median adult age, 41.4 years. Id. The per channel rate here exceeds the
Commission's current benchmarks, but the additional per channel rate is necessary
to sustain this small system, which has a total of 427 subscribers from whom to
recover the costs of maintaining the 65 miles of plant. With this averare of 6.5
subscribers per mile of plant, per subscriber construction and maintenance costs are
very high.

Franchise Area:
Cable Operator:
Subscribers:
Basic Rate:
Benchmark Rate:

Fruitvale, Texas
Friendship Cable ofTexas
96
$0.99
$0.88

There are 14 o1f-air television broadcast stations available to potential
subscribers in Fruitvale. This combined with the many other entertainment
opportunities available in the Dallas Metropolitan area, is responsible for the low
penetration rate here.

-9-
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CONCLUSION

There are various factors that contribute to low penetration rates,

including the availability of other programming sources, such as broadcast

television, older median age demographics and below average income. Particularly

where, as here, there are a number ofbroadcast stations available to potential

subscribers, the competition provided by off-air broadcast stations should not be

underestimated as a factor in residents' decisions with respect to cable subscription.

Certainly the speculation submitted in the Telephone Company Comments does not

provide a sufficient basis for discounting systems with less than 30 percent

penetration when calculating competitive systems' rates. Indeed, as detailed in the

Coalition of Small System Operators' Comments in this proceeding, Type A systems

provide the best measure of rates for competitive systems in view of the many

problems and uncertainties with the rates charged by Type B and Type C Systems.

In view of the foregoing, the Coalition of Small System Operators

respectfully urges the Commission to retain Type A systems in its methodology for

establishing rate benchmarks.

Respectfully submitted,

Hogan & Hartson
555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1109

Dated: July 2, 1993
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Reply Comments were

mailed by First Class mail, postage prepaid this 2nd day of July, 1993 to:

Mark L. Evans
Alan I. Horowitz
Anthony F. Shelley
Miller & Chevalier, Chartered
655 Fifteenth street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Attorneys for the Joint Commentors

Michael E. Glover
1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Attorneys for the Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies

Ward W. Wueste, Jr.
Marceil Morrell
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, Texas 75015·2092

Attorneys for GTE Service Corporation

Mary McDermott
David S. Torrey
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, New York 10605

Attorneys for the NYNEX T hone Companies

\\\DC\623154\OOOl\OVOOllOl.DOC



DOW, LOHNES & ALBERTSON
ATTORNEYS AT ~W

STAMP &RETURN
1255 TWENTY-THIRD STREET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037
DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

LAURIE ..0 ERDMAN TRAINER

TELE~MONE laoal ••7-asoo

Federal Communications commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

C;J _ 1 / / ~AC:.IM:~a.o:::-aeoo
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1993A;f~ECE\VED
,ft~ '2 2 \993,

fEOEAAl~k\CA1~SC()iim~
l1Flct orffiE SECf\E1~1

January 22,

Attention: stop 004. 180084
Cable Television Branch, Room 244
Mass Media Bureau

Re: ,ei.. MiOW.,t A••oci.,." L.I.
Apache Junction, Arizona (AZ0210)
Rate Questionnaire

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of Triax Midwest Associates, L.P. ("Triax"),
we transmit herewith the original plus three copies of Triax's
response to 'the Rate Structure Questionnaire issued by the
commission pursuant to FCC Order 92-545 regarding the cable
television system serving the above-referenced community unit.

Should any questions arise regarding this matter,
please contact the undersigned counsel.

Sincerely,

~r;p~
Laurie Jo Trainer

lJT:jmc
Enclosure

I
.­..-
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Cable Television Branch
• Room 244

Federal Communications Commission
Washington DC 20554
Attn: Rate Questionnaire

CABLE TV SYSTEM OPERATORS RATE STRUCTURE QUESTIONNAIRE
ISSUED PURSUANT TO FCC ORDER 92-545

This questionnaire is intended to provide the FCC with
information regarding rates and other characteristics of.the
cable industry. The data will be used to assess general cable
industry rate relationships. Your response is mandatory.

Legal Name of Cable System: T~iax Midwest Associates,L P

Doing Business As: Triax Cablevi~ion

Signature of respondent

Title of respondent

Date signed93

I certify that I have examined the attached report, that to the
best of my knowledge, information and belief, all statements of
fact contained in this report are true and that said report is an
accurate statemen 0 e affairs of the above named respondent
in respect of the dat forth herein:

THIS COVER PAGE MUST BE SIGNED AND RETURNED WITH THE ORIGINAL AND
3 COPIES OF THE FULL QUESTIONNAIRE BY FRIDAY JANUARY 22, 1993 TO:

Cable Television Branch
Room 244, FCC
Washington DC, 20554
Attn: Rate Questionnaire
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FCC USE Identifier: IMIMIBI I I I I I I IQl1f

SCHEDULE 1 CABLE SYSTEM INFORMATION

Line I

1

2

3

Item:

Legal name of cable system

System is "Doing BuTm
("Doing)Tj
1ms 14.7958.30 12.7 190.2118 6233
Q
50 0
(BuTm
("DoinAs" 14.7954 0 0 12851547.2878 628.013102 5cm
5 w)Tj
-0.ity 0 0 17474647.2878 6288374 85 5cm
5 w)Tj
-0or 0 0 12..4467.7022 604(2)T62 5cm
5 w
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FCC USE

SCHEDULE 2

Identifier: IMIMIBI I I I I I I 10121

CABLE SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

All information provided should be as of September 30, 1992.

Line Item:

1

2

3

4

Number of hQusehQlds in the system area

Number Qf hQusehQlds passed
1

NUmber of households subscribing

Number Qf addressable subscribers

I
I I I I 1* I·

I
I 2 I' I 517 I 61

1313 1 610

I I I 10

What is the main type of addressability? (e.g., on~-way,

tWQ-way, impulse) I
5 I NODe

6

7

8

Number of headends serving the system

Age Qf principal headend

Total line miles Qf distribution plant
in the system

I I 1

18 , years

I I 12 I 91 Similes

Percentage Qf line miles Qf distribution plant which is:

9
10
11

- abQye ground:
- belQw grQund:
- fiber:

I 16 8 I lis
I 13 12 Ii
I ! 10 I lis

12
Is the system required tQ bury
all cable drQps? (Circle Qne,) Yes 1 S.
Is the system part Qf a Multiple System OperatQr (MSO)

....1""3_~_Q_f_2_Q_r_m_Q_r_e_s_y_s_t_e_m_s_?_. _(C_~_'r_C_I_e_Q_n_e_,_)_...Is-_~ 1- No

If YQU respQnded "Yes" Qn line 13, .hQW many systems are
in the MSO?

14

* Unavailable

** When other utilities are buried, then our drops are required
to be buried also, This is pursuant to the franchise agreement,

4



, .

FCC USE

SCHEDULE 3

Ident i fier: 1M 1MI B I I I I I 1 I 10 I 3 1

CABLE SYSTEM ANNUAL REVENUE

All information should be for the latest complete fiscal year.

Line Item:

1 Fiscal year ending date:

Revenue from:

Month 1112 I Day 1311 I Year 19 12

AMOUNT (omit cents)

2

3

4

5

6

7

- subscriptions to your basic tier

- other tier subscriptions

- pay channel subscriptions

-·pay-per-view charges

- advertising on basic tier'

- advertising on other tiers

$1

$1

$1

$1

$1

$1

1 110 13' I 11 9 I 71 4

I I I 1 I 10

8 - advertising on pay and pay-per-view $1

9

10

11

12

- installation charges

- equipment rental

- additional outlet charges

- other revenue

$1

$1

$1

$1

I 71313 I 215

131 6 131112

I I 1 31 517

1212101614

13 Total revenue $1 I 1113 I 419101 Bill
If you show an amount on line 12 for other revenue,
indicate the type(s) of revenue:
Late Charges Home Shopping Network
Guides

14
What is the value of any non-revenue benefits, such as
promotional advertising, received by the system for
providing cable services during the fiscal year?

15

16

SI I I I I I I I 10
Specify the type(s) of non-revenue benefits received:

None

5
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FCC USE

SCHEDULE 4

Icientifier:IMIMIBI I 1 I! I I 10141AI

COMPETITION IN FRANCHISE AREAS

Line

1

Item:

Do fewer than 30 percent of the households in any
franchise area served by the system subscribe to any
cable services (of this or any cable system)?
(Circle one.) I B IIll

If you answered "Yes" on line 1, "list the franchise
areas with less than 30 percent of households subscribing
to this or any cable service and the estimated percentage
of households subscribing to any cable service in these
franchise areas:

Franchise areas with less than I Estimated' of households
30' of households subscribing I subscribing to this
to this or any cable service I or any cable service.

2

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I Apache
I

Junction

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1 13%
I

* For the purposes of

3

Does any competitor* offer similar service to at
least 50 percent of households in any franchise area
served by this system? (Circle one.)

Xes

Schedule 4, a competitor could include:

another unaffiliated cable operator; _
a multi-channel multi-point distribution service (HMOS);
a direct broadcast satellite (DBS) service;
a television receive-only (TVRO) satellite program
distributor; or
a satellite master antenna television (SMATV) system.

However, a competitor must offer a similar service by making
available for purchase by subscribers or customers multiple
channels of video programming.

6



FCC USE Identifier:IMIMIBI 1 I I I I I 10141BI

SCHEDULE 4 CONTINUED COMPETITION IN FRANCHISE AREAS

Line Item:

If you answered "Yes" on line 3, list the franchise
areas which have competitors which offer similar
services to at least 50% of households, the name of all
such competitors in each franchise area and your estimate
of the percentage of households in each franchise area to
which each competitor offers similar services.

Name of franchise area
in which a competitor
offers similar service
to at least 50% of
households

Name
of all such
competitors
in each
franchise area

Percentage of
of households
to which such
competitors
offer service

4

I
If you answered "Yes" on line 5, list the 1"".canchise areas
in which franchise authorities offer video programming
services to at least 50% of households, the name of the
franchise authority and your estimate of the percentage
of households in the franchise area to which they offer
services.

Does a franchising authority offer video programming
service to at least 50 percent of households in any
franchise area served by this system? (Circle 0=Q+ne.>

I Yes5

Name of franchise area
in which franchise
a';1thority offe:s
Yldeo proqrammlng

Name of
franchise
authority

Percentage
of
households

6

7
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FCC USE Identifier:IMIMIBI I I 1 I I I 1015'-

SCHEDULE 5 FIRST FRANCHISE AREA: CHARACTERISTICS

The first franchise area is the one to which this questionnaire
is addressed. All information provided should be as of September
30, 1992.

Line Item:

Age of principal headend 18 !years

I
Number of addressable I
subscribers in this franchise area , 1 , 1°'

Line miles of distribution plant
in this franchise area I I 12 10 P I miles

I
Number of households in this franchise. area I
which subscribe to this system 1 I 1217! 2191

Number of headends serving franchise area I I 1

I
What is the main type of addressability? (e.g., one-way, I
two-way, impulse) I I

I None I

I I
I I

1 Name of franchise area ,Apache Junction I
I

Community Unit ID No. of I
2 this franchise area IKIZ 1012 I 11 0 1

I
Number of households in this I

3 franchise area 1*1
I

Number of households in this I
franchise area which are passed I
by system distribution plant I 1 1 2101 8 11014

5

6

,; ~

7

8

9

10

1J.
12
13

Percentage of line miles of distribution plant in
line 10 which is:

- above ground:
- below ground:
- fiber:

I
I

I $ 5 I %I
13 rs "1
I 101 %I

14
Is the franchise required to bury
all cable drops? (Circle one.)

* Unavailable
Yes

I

1(!9.1
**When other utilities are buried, then our dropo ar~ required to be buried also.
This is pursuant to the franchise agreement~

8
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FCC USE

SCHEDULE 6

IdentifierilMIMIBI I I I I I I 10161

FIRST FRANCHISE AREA:
FRANCHISE AUTHORITY FEES AND CHARGES

All information provided should be for the latest fiscal year.

Line Item;

Show how this payment is calculated and incurred. Show
either the amount per subscriber or the percentage of
basic or total subscriber revenue, as appropriate:

lSI I I • I 'per subscriber per year2
3
4

or
or

I I . I "of basic subscriber revenue
I '3.010 " of total subscriber reVenue

Does the franchise fee appear as a separate line item on
on the subscriber's monthly bill? (Circle one.) I

-5_...... .l...-_y....e~s-- ....I__\G__+
.I

Apart from those in lines 2, 3 or 4, specify any other I
fees, taxes or charges by the franchise authority paid I
for this franchise (e.g., fixed amounts, equipment- I
related charges). Specify the amount, how the total
payment is calculated and the frequency of payment.
Include only fees, taxes and charges specific to the
cable industry. Do not include general fees, taxes or
charges such as sales tax or corporate income tax.

6

7

None

Which, if any, of the fees, taxes or charges shown on
line 6 appear as separate line items on the subscriber's
monthly bill?

None

9
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FCC USE ·Ident i fier; ,MI MI B I I I I I I I 10 I 7 I AI

SCHEDULE 7 FIRST FRANCHISE AREA:
1992 TIERS, CHANNELS AND CHARGES

Provide the information required for each of:
o equipment and supplementary charges;
o the basic tier as provided in the franchise area;
o each of the two other tiers which have the most subscribers;

and
o all channels in the franchise.

All charges, channels and subscriber information provided should
be as of September 30, 1992.

Line Item:

$ I '3 .5 P I
$ I , .' P I

Average charges:
- installatiQn fee

- mQnthlv cQnyerter bQX rental
- mQnthly remQte cQntrQI rental

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLEMENTARY CHARGES

7
6

4

1

5

8

List any other equipment and supplementary charges which I
are nQt included in lines 1 thrQugh 7. (ShQwamQunt and I
type Qf charge. )First Converter is free, add' 1 Converters at 2. OOYea
Upgrade - 25.00 Late Charge - 3.00
Trip Charge - 25.00 AlB Switch - 10~00

Guides - 1.00 Parental Lockbox - 10:00

FQr the last cQmpleted fiscal year give the number Qf:

9
10
11

- installatiQns prQyided
- discQnnectiQns
- recQnnectiQns
FQr the last fiscal year,

I I I ,8,0,3
give the average number Qf:

,6131 5
1116 16

I I 10

I I , I I 10
Qn line 8, list
the last fiscal

- 0

Guides - 0
Late Charges - 0
AlB Switch - 0
Parental Lockbox

- tier changes charged fQr
- additiQnal outlets charged fQr

- cQnyerter boxes rented
- remQte cQntrQl units rented

If you listed any additional charges
the average vQlumes fQr each item in
year:
Converter - 0
Upgrade - 0
Trip Charge - 3

16

15
14
13
12

10
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fCC USE

SCHEDULE 7 CONTINUED

Line Item:
BASIC TIER

Identifier: IMIMIBI 1 I I I 1 I 10171BI

FIRST FRANCHISE AREA:
1992 TIERS, CHANNELS AND CHARGES

17 Subscribers to the basic tier 12 I 71 2 19

Number .of:
18 - local TV broadcast stations 19
19 - distant TV broadcast stations 12
20 - satellite-delivered cable network channels 212
21 - public educational government access channels 13
22 - other channels in the basic tier 10
23 Total number of channels in the basic tier 316

24 Monthly sUbscription charge $1212 .014

What other charges are incurred for the basic service
tier? (Show amount and type of charge.)

None

SECOND TIER

Subscribers to this tier

Number of:
- local TY broadcast stations
- distant TV broadcast stations
- satellite-delivered cable network channels
- public educational ggvernment access channels
- gther channels in this tier
Total number of channels in this tier

Monthly subscription charge for this tier only $1 I •

What other charges are incurred for the second tier?
(Show amount and type of charge.)

34

11
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fCC USE

SCHEDULE 7 CONTINUED

THIRD TIER

Identifier:IMIMIBI I I ! I I I 10171CI

FIRST FRANCHISE AREA:
1992 TIERS, CHANNELS AND CHARGES

35 Subscribers to this tier

Number of:
36 - local· TY broadcast stations
37 - distant TV broadcast stations
38 - satellite-delivered cable network channels
39 - public educational government access channels
40 - other channels in this tier
41 Total number of channels in this tier

42 Monthly subscription charge for this tier only $1 "

What other charges are incurred for the third tier?
(Show amount and type of charge.)

43

ALL CHANNELS IN THIS FRANCHISE AREA

44
45
46
47
48
49
50

S1

Total channels in basic tier (as in line 23)
Total channels in second tier (as in line 32)
Total channels in third tier (as in line 41)
Total channels in any other tiers
Total pay channels
Total pay-per-yiew channels
Any other channels in this franchise area

Total of all channels in this franchise area

12

o
o
o
s
1
o
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The information provided for Schedule 8 is based on the 1986/2
Copyright filing by a previous owner. Triax has no direct
Knowledge as to its accuracy.

FCC USE

SCHEDULE 8

Identifier:IMIMIB! J I

FIRST FRANCHISE AREA:
1986 TIERS, CHANNELS AND CHARGES

!OI8IA!

Line Item:

Did the system provide programming services in this
franchise area in November 19861 (Circle one.)

A.1 !~I No

If you answered "Yes" on line A.1, you must comPl~ rest
Schedule 8 to the best of your ability.

of

If you answered "No" on line A.1, skip the rest of Schedule 8 and
go to Schedule 9.

As of November 30, 1986, was the franchise area rate
A,2 regulated? (Circle one.) 8

1
I!O

Provide the information required on the next three pages for:

o equipment and supplementary charges;
o the basic tier as provided in this franchise area;
o each of the two other tiers which had the most subscriber$;

and
o all channels in the franchise.

All charges and subscriber information provided in this Schedule
should be as of November 30, 1986.

13


